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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of Claims 

In response to applicant's communication dated 7/30/2008, claims 1-34 have been cancelled, and 
new claims 39-70 have been added and are currently pending. Claims 35-38 have been 
cancelled previously. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the relevant portion of 35 U.S.C. 102 that forms 
the basis for the rejections made in this section of the office action; 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this 
or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one 
year prior to the date of the application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 61 and 63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Lade (US 
2,704,897). 

Regarding claim 61, Lade discloses a palpation module comprising a pseudo-vein situated 
against a foam rubber tissue simulating structure. See col. 1 : 50-74. Lade discloses wherein the 
system is covered in a simulated skin in col. 2: 6-9. Note that the foam rubber backing would 
effectively oppose any downward force on the vein. Lade further discloses obscuring the vein to 
control the difficulty with which it can be felt. See col. 2: 67-77. 

Regarding claim 63, Lade discloses wherein the simulated vein is rigid. See col. 1: 15-25. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of the relevant portion of 35 U.S.C. 103 that forms 
the basis for the rejections made in this section of the office action; 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
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described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 

Claims 42-46, 52-53, 57, 59-60, and 64-70 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lade (US 2,704,897) in combination with Hoballah (US 6,398,557). 

Regarding claims 42-44, Lade discloses a palpation module comprising a pseudo-vein. See col. 
1: 50-74. Lade discloses wherein the system is covered in a simulated skin in col. 2: 6-9. Note 
that the foam rubber backing would effectively oppose any downward force on the vein. Lade 
does not disclose wherein the force can be varied but is constant during application (claims 42 
and 43), or wherein the force is magnetic (claim 44). However, Hoballah teaches of a medical 
training device that utilizes magnetic forces to control feedback to the user regarding the tension 
of simulated skin. This citation also describes wherein this force is adjustable, but is substantially 
constant during application. In view of this teaching and in view of the broadness of applicant's 
claim, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use this broad concept of 
magnetic force to control feedback in other medical training systems also, because it would be 
the application of a known feedback technique to a similar structure (similar in that it is a 
simulated physiological structure manipulated in a medical simulation). See MPEP 2143(B). 

Regarding claim 45, Hoballah discloses wherein the force is adjustable, which could include a 
force slightly greater than the gravitational force. This would have been obvious as described 
above with regard to claim 44. 

Regarding claim 46, Lade does not teach of a variable magnetic force. However, this is 
disclosed by Hoballah in col. 7: 36-50. In this citation Hollballah also teaches of using varying 
electromagnets (coils) in conjunction with permanent magnets to generate the appropriate 
magnetic fields. It would have been obvious to incorporate this broad concept into the system of 
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Lade for the reasons and motivations set forth above with regard to the magnetic limitations in 
claim 44. 

Regarding claims 52-53, Lade discloses a palpation module comprising a pseudo-vein. See col. 
1: 50-74. Lade discloses wherein the system is covered in a simulated skin in col. 2: 6-9. Note 
that the foam rubber backing would effectively oppose any downward force on the vein. Lade also 
discloses a first and second opening in the structure (i.e. the housing). See fig. 4 and not the 2 
openings wherein the tubes protrude out the ends of the structure. Lade does not disclose 
wherein the simulated stiffness of the pseudo-vein is variable. However, Hoballah teaches of a 
medical training device that utilizes magnetic forces to control feedback to the user regarding the 
tension (i.e. stiffness) of simulated skin. This citation also describes wherein this force is 
adjustable. In view of this teaching and in view of the broadness of applicant's claim, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use this broad concept of magnetic force to 
control feedback (including simulated stiffness) in other medical training systems also, because it 
would be the application of a known feedback technique to a similar structure (similar in that it is a 
simulated physiological structure manipulated in a medical simulation). See MPEP 2143(B). 

Regarding claim 57 and 69-70, Lade discloses a palpation module comprising a pseudo-vein. 
See col. 1 : 50-74. Lade discloses wherein the system is covered in a simulated skin in col. 2: 6-9. 
Note that the foam rubber backing would effectively oppose any downward force on the vein. 
Lade does not disclose wherein the simulated stiffness of the pseudo-vein is variable. However, 
Hoballah teaches of a medical training device that utilizes magnetic forces to control feedback to 
the user regarding the tension (i.e. stiffness) of simulated skin. This citation also describes 
wherein this force is adjustable. In view of this teaching and in view of the broadness of 
applicant's claim, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use this broad 
concept of magnetic force to control feedback (including simulated stiffness) in other medical 
training systems also, because it would be the application of a known feedback technique to a 
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similar structure (similar in that it is a simulated physiological structure manipulated in a medical 
simulation). See MPEP 2143(B). 

Regarding claim 59, Lade discloses in col. 2: 68-75 wherein the vein is controllably obscured so 
that it can be felt or not felt as desirable. 

Regarding claim 60, these limitations are rejected as described above with regard to claims 42- 
44. 

Regarding claims 64-67, these limitations are rejected as described above with regard to claims 
42-44. 

Regarding claim 68, see the rejection of claim 46 above. 

Claims 54-56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lade (US 
2,704,897) in combination with Hoballah (US 6,398,557) and also with Cunningham et al. 
(US 6,470,302). 

Regarding claims 54 and 56, neither Lade nor Hoballah teach of a skin stretch module. 
However, this is known in the art of vascular palpation modules. Cunningham discloses a 
vascular palpation module wherein the skin is stretched and measured (via an electronics 
interface), and the stretching indicates an occlusion technique is performed (for the update of the 
computer display). See col. 1 1 : 32-54. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to update the system of Lade with current skin simulation technology as taught by 
Cunningham, in order to improve the device by making it more realistic and also providing 
feedback for performance evaluation purposes. 



Regarding claim 55, Lade discloses wherein a needle is interfaced to the system. See fig. 1. 
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Allowable Subject matter 

Claims 39-41 are considered allowable because the prior art does not teach or suggest wherein 
if sufficient pressure is applied to a simulated target structure during a palpation technique, the 
target structure is no longer detectable. 

Claims 47-51 are considered allowable because the prior art does not teach or suggest a 
palpation module that utilizes the specific structure comprising a simulated anatomical member 
disposed on a first plate, movable towards a second plate, and wherein a sensor is indicative of 
the distance between said plates. 

Claims 58 and 62 contain allowable subject matter, but are objected to for depending from a 
rejected base claim. These claims would be allowable if rewritten to include the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. These claims are considered allowable because the prior 
art does not teach or suggest wherein if sufficient pressure is applied to a simulated target 
structure during a palpation technique, the target structure is no longer detectable. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments dated 7/30/2008 have been fully considered. Applicant's arguments that 
Lade does not disclose wherein the pseudo vein can be controllably obscured to be felt or not felt 
as desired are not persuasive. Lade clearly discloses in col. 2: 52-80 wherein a user can place 
different amounts of cotton under the skin between the vein and the skin to obscure the vein for 
precisely the purpose of adjusting the visibility and palpability of the vein. This is exactly the 
limitation applicant has claimed. Applicant has not claimed the details from the specification 
argued, or any actual mechanism at all for carrying out the claimed feature, and thus Lade clearly 
anticipates this feature. 

Further arguments are moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to TIMOTHY MUSSELMAN whose telephone number is (571)272-1814. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thu 6:00AM - 4:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Xuan Thai can be reached on (571)272-7147. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

IT. M.l /XUAN M. THAI/ 

Examiner of Art Unit 3715 Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3715 



